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Improvements Are Needed to Reduce School Bus Driver Risk to Children  
 

 

Public school districts have primary responsibility to protect school children by ensuring criminal record 
checks and other requirements are completed for school bus drivers. Because of the importance of 
ensuring the safety of children transported to and from schools, we followed up on selected 
recommendations in our 2003 report titled School Bus Safety (Report No. 2003-35), and related issues. 
Specific audit objectives included determining whether (1) public school districts complied with state 
and/or federal regulations regarding school bus drivers, (2) improvements are needed in the Department 
of Elementary Education's (DESE) oversight of public school transportation, and (3) state laws 
adequately prevent persons that may pose a risk to children from being employed as school bus drivers
and/or bus aides.  

Improvements are needed because school districts did not always ensure 
persons employed as school bus drivers and/or aides had (1) fingerprint 
based criminal record checks completed, (2) federally required drug tests 
completed, and (3) met training requirements. However, most districts met 
licensing and physical exam requirements. School district noncompliance 
occurred, in part, because school bus companies have not always complied 
with district contracts. District oversight of bus contractors has not been 
adequate because district officials were generally not monitoring contractor 
compliance with laws and regulations, and not maintaining certain driver 
records at school district offices.  (See page 8)  
 
DESE has not been aware of noncompliance in the school bus transportation 
area because its oversight in that area has been limited. DESE's oversight of 
school transportation could be improved by requiring school districts to 
conduct periodic self assessments of compliance with state and federal 
regulations governing the employment of school bus drivers.  (See page 13) 
 
State law has not mandated school bus drivers and aides hired prior to 
January 1, 2005 undergo fingerprint based criminal record checks (CRCs), 
and has not required any bus drivers or aides to undergo CRCs on a periodic 
follow-up basis. During the 2008 legislative session, the General Assembly 
proposed legislation that could have enhanced screenings of drivers and 
aides. Drivers and aides would have been subject to family care safety 
registry (FCSR) registration and screening, as of January 1, 2009. Also, the 
proposed legislation would have required school bus drivers and aides to 
undergo CRCs and FCSR checks on an annual basis. However, the General 
Assembly did not enact that legislation.  (See page 15) 
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Although not required, we found 17 of 30 school districts conducted 
statewide periodic driver history checks through the Department of Revenue 
(DOR). Public school districts also have not been required to verify social 
security numbers for new employees. However, eight school districts have 
been verifying social security numbers. Driver history checks and 
verification of social security numbers could disclose problem drivers.  (See 
page 17) 
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SAO published a report which highlighted the importance of verifying 
social security numbers as part of teacher certification background checks.25  
 

Problem social security  
numbers found  

We compared the social security numbers and dates of birth of 4,680 drivers 
and aides to a social security database.26 The social security numbers of 2 of 
the 4,680 records 'failed'. The two represented instances in which social 
security numbers had been issued before the birth date of the individual 
using the social security number which could mean the birth date given is 
inaccurate, or the person could be using someone else's social security 
number.27 We notified the applicable school bus company official of the 
discrepancies so he could follow up and verify the questionable social 
security numbers, and take corrective action if appropriate.  
 
In discussing this issue, a DESE spokesperson told us the department does 
not consider this to be an issue related just to bus drivers and schools, rather 
it applies to all employees in the general population, and is really a 
Department of Labor and Industrial Relations issue. This official said the 
federal government believes social security number verification is a good 
thing to do, but too many employers do not know how to do it. 
 
Improvements are needed in school district oversight of school bus 
transportation. School districts did not always conduct CRCs or comply 
with random drug testing requirements. District officials were generally not 
aware their districts had not met drug testing requirements because they 
relied on third party contractors to conduct random drug testing. School 
districts also did not always meet training requirements. District 
noncompliance can be attributed, in part, to contractor noncompliance by 
school bus companies, and the lack of oversight of these companies by 
district officials. District officials were generally not aware of contract 
noncompliance because officials did not maintain driver records at district 
offices, and did not review driver records. 

Conclusions  
 

 
DESE could enhance awareness of CRCs, drug testing, and training 
requirements, as well as other requirements, by issuing additional guidance 
to all public school districts clarifying those requirements and the need for 
adequate oversight of drug testing by third parties and bus transportation 
companies. DESE could also improve its awareness and oversight of bus 

                                                                                                                            
25 See Educator Certification Background Checks, SAO, August 2007 (Report No. 2007-32). 
26 We used the Social Security Number Lookup system of Social Security Administration 
records maintained by the Texas State Auditor's Office. 
27 We also confirmed with the Social Security Administration that a problem existed on the 
two failed social security numbers.
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transportation issues by requiring school districts to conduct self 
assessments of compliance with state and federal regulations governing the 
employment of school bus drivers on a periodic basis, and submit results to 
DESE.  
 
State law has not required school districts to obtain fingerprint based CRCs 
on bus drivers and/or aides hired prior to January 1, 2005. In addition, state 
law has not required districts to conduct follow-up CRCs on a periodic 
basis. However, changes proposed in House Bill 1314 could have 
strengthened the screening process. If proposed legislation had been 
enacted, drivers would have been subject to FCSR registration and 
screening, as of January 1, 2009. Also, the proposed legislation would have 
required school bus drivers to undergo a CRC and FCSR check on an annual 
basis. The General Assembly should consider introducing legislation in the 
next legislative session to strengthen screening of school bus drivers.  
 
Twelve of 30 school districts audited conducted periodic driver history 
checks through DOR records. Although not required, checking driving 
records on a periodic basis represents a sound business practice that should 
be adopted by all school districts. Performing these checks would help 
districts identify problem drivers. In addition, verifying driver social 
security numbers would help ensure school records are accurate and 
possibly identify persons using invalid social security numbers. 
 
We recommend the Commissioner, Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education: 
 
2.1 Issue additional guidance to school districts to ensure: 

Recommendations  
 

 
• Districts understand the importance of conducting CRCs on drivers 

and/or aides. 
• Third party drug testing is conducted in accordance with state 

regulations and federal law. 
• Training requirements are met. 
• Adequate oversight of bus contractors is accomplished by 

maintaining driver records at district offices, as required by law, and 
other records that will help ensure state and federal requirements are 
met.  

• Bus company contractors that do not comply with state and/or 
federal requirements related to school bus drivers are penalized.  

 
2.2 Require school districts to conduct self assessments of compliance with 

state and federal regulations governing the employment of school bus 
drivers on a periodic basis and submit results to DESE.  
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2.3 Ensure districts understand the importance of conducting periodic driver 
history record checks, and that it can be done at no cost.  

 
2.4 Issue guidance recommending school districts verify social security 

numbers for new employees. 
 
We recommend the General Assembly:  
 
2.5 Strengthen screening of school bus drivers by enacting requirements 

such as those proposed in House Bill 1314.  
 
2.1 In relation to the first three bulleted items, DESE will continue through 

written communication and presentations at trainings and conferences 
to inform school districts of the regulations. DESE will take the 
recommendations in bulleted items four and five under advisement. 

Agency Comments  
 

 
2.2 DESE will take this recommendation under advisement. 
 
2.3 DESE will continue through written communication and presentations 

at trainings and conferences to inform school districts of the 
regulations. 

 
2.4 DESE will take this recommendation under advisement. 
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Appendix I 
 

SAO Database Matches

Figure I.1 displays the database matches SAO auditors performed against 
the EDL, EDR, and Central Registry to identify school bus drivers who 
could pose a risk to children. (For description of EDL, EDR, and the Central 
Registry, see Appendix II.) Also shown is our database match against 
DOR's database of licensed public school bus drivers.  
 

Figure I.1: SAO Database  
Match Diagram 
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Source: SAO analysis of databases depicted in Figure I.1.  
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Appendix II Appendix II 
 

Definitions of DatabasesDescriptions of Databases

The following describes three databases analyzed by auditors. These records 
can be accessed as part of the FCSR once an employee registers.   
 

• Central Registry - DSS's Child Abuse and Neglect Central Registry 
lists persons where an investigation by the Children’s Division 
yields a finding of preponderance of evidence, probable cause, 
reason to suspect, or court adjudication that abuse did occur. Abuse 
and neglect can include incidents of physical abuse, sexual abuse, 
physical/medical neglect, or emotional maltreatment. The 
disposition of cases for persons on this registry is final, and the 
names do not drop off at a later date. School districts can access 
records of the central registry for current and newly hired 
employees. 

 
• EDL - DHSS maintains the EDL, which lists individuals DHSS has 

determined to have (1) abused or neglected clients; (2) 
misappropriated funds or property belonging to clients; or (3) 
falsified documentation verifying the delivery of services to in-
home services clients. As of February 29, 2008, school districts did 
not have access to this database.   

 
• EDR – Department of Mental Health maintains the EDR which 

includes a listing of individuals the department has disqualified 
from working with clients receiving department services. The listing 
consists of individuals with substantiated abuse, neglect, or misuse 
of client funds, two Class II neglect or verbal abuse charges within a 
12-month period. As of February 29, 2008, school districts did not 
have access to this database.   
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